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STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
Nature of the Case 
Dustin Rhoades appealed, contending that the district court abused its discretion 
when it revoked his probation and executed his underlying sentence without 
modification. He also argued that the Idaho Supreme Court violated his rights to due 
process and equal protection by denying his motion to augment the record with certain 
transcripts. This reply brief is necessary to address the State's argument in response to 
the due process and equal protection argument. 
The State responds to the due process argument, asserting that, under the Idaho 
Supreme Court's recent decision in State v. Brunet, 155 Idaho 724 (2013), the record 
does not demonstrate a colorable need for the inclusion of the requested transcripts in 
this appellate record. Mr. Rhoades concedes that the State's argument under the 
standard articulated in Brunet is correct and, therefore, would withdraw his argument in 
this regard. 
The State's response to Mr. Rhoades' argument as to why the decision to revoke 
probation and execute the underlying without modification constituted an abuse of 
discretion is not remarkable. Therefore, no further argument in that regard is 
necessary. 
Statement of the Facts and Course of Proceedings 
The statement of the facts and course of proceedings were previously articulated 
in Mr. Rhoades' Appellant's Brief. They need not be repeated in this Reply Brief, but 
are incorporated herein by reference thereto. 
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ISSUES 
1. \J\/hether the Idaho Supreme Court denied Mr. Rhoades due process and equal 
protection when it denied his renewed motion to augment the record with 
transcripts necessary for review of the issues on appeal. 
2. Whether the district court abused its discretion when it revoked Mr. Rhoades' 
probation or, alternatively, when it executed his sentence without modification 
when it did so. 
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ARGUMENT 
I. 
The Idaho Supreme Court Denied Mr. Rhoades Due Process And Equal Protection 
When It Denied His Renewed Motion To Augment The Record With Transcripts 
Necessary For Review Of The Issues On Appeal 
In Brunet, the Idaho Supreme Court reaffirmed that, in order to show that a 
requested transcript is necessary to provide an adequate appellate record, the record 
"must make out a colorable need for the additional transcripts." Brunet, 155 Idaho at 
727. For there to be a colorable need, the information contained in the transcripts 
needs to have been part of the record before the district court. See id. at 728. This is 
because the appellate courts conduct "an independent review the entire record 
available to the trial court at sentencing, focusing on the objectives of criminal 
punishment." Id. at 728; State v. Pierce, 150 Idaho 1, 5 (2010). In light of the standard 
articulated in Brunet and the State's arguments in that regard (Resp. Br., pp.7-11), 
Mr. Rhoades is withdrawing his argument in this regard. 
II. 
The District Court Abused Its Discretion When It Revoked Mr. Rhoades' Probation Or, 
Alternatively, When It Executed His Sentence Without Modification When It Did So 
Because the State's argument concerning the district court's decision to revoke 
Mr. Rhoades' probation and execute his sentence without modification is not 
remarkable, no further reply is necessary. Accordingly, Mr. Rhoades simply refers the 
Court back to pages 23-30 of his Appellant's Brief. 
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CONCLUSION 
Mr. Rhoades respectfully requests that this Court vacate his judgment of 
conviction and reduce his sentence as it deems appropriate, or, in the alternative, 
remand the case for a new disposition hearing. 
DATED this 4th day of March, 2014. 
BRIAN R. DICKSON 
Deputy State Appellate Public Defender 
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